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SECRET ¥

% March 17, 1983

e MEMORANDUM FOR MR. DONALD P. GREGG = '
 Assistant to the Vice Presrdent for
National Securlty Affalrs

{MR L. paUL BREMER III
'Executive: Secretary SRS
aDepartment of State :q-

g.LIEUTENANT COLONEL W. RICHARD HIGGINStM
~.-Assistant for Interagency Matters
- Office of the Secretary of Defense. .

- -Executive Secretary DI
;MCentral Intelllgence Agency L

- MS. JACKIE TILLMAN - R
_Executive Assistant to the Unlted .
" States Representatlve to the 3;“33
A United Nations

Department of State

. COLONEL GEORGE A. JOULWAN

‘Executive Assistant to the . =
.. Chairman, Joint Chlefs of Staff
" The Pentagon R R R

.- SUBJECT:

vﬁﬁ§PGrMeet1ng == Frlday,_March 18 1983 atff;vf?”"'
1 00 p m.-—2 30 p.m. (U) . »

; ’NaEEEBEL_§QQQ;;IY Plannlngrsroup*meetlng has besn scheduled for -
Maze the—Situation Room, to discuss the following: -
e cthe status of INF and LebanoﬁﬁjﬁThe ttaghegzgagkground’papers ;
“g“<;g;_the INF port;gg:are—sensrtive~and—shou1d_be provided to_thHe :
- WSPG participants -- Eyes Only. { Papers for the Lebanon portlon =
E“*Wlll be dlstrlbuted separate from thls memo. - (s) - '

o Mo M

Mlchael 0. Wheeler
‘Staff Secretary R
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NEXT STEPS IN INF

Executive Summary:

The key issues are: 1) whether to move in the near term
(either during this round or between rounds); and 2) which
negotiating move would best serve our 1neerests.

The near~term prospects of reachlng an acceptable INF
agreement are remote. Therefore, our challenge for the .
remainder of this year is one of political management to ensure

'=— in the absence of a negotiated settlement -- that deploy-

ments begin on schedule. Failure to obtain either deployments
or an adequate agreement would be a severe setback for the U.s.
and the Alllance .

BaSIDQ countrxes (w1th the exceptlon of the Belglans) and
most other NATO Allies desire an early U.S. Droposal for an
interim agreement. The British have sugcested moving before
the current round ends. The Germans and the Itallans are also

.anxious to see a new U.S,. 1n1t1at1ve.

Timing
The immediate issues, therefore, are: = -~ @

—-- Whether we should make a new move in the negotiations in
the near-term or hold fast to our current position, deferrlng
the possibility of movement to the summer, or later.

-~ If we move in the near term, should we do so before the
end of the negotiating round on March 29 or between the rounds
in April/May? : .

Options:
| Any substantive move must conform to the President's four
basic criteria: equality, non-compensation for British and

French systems, non-transfer of the Soviet INF threat from
Europe to Asia, and verifiability. Zero-zero remains the most

‘desirable ultimate outcome. Among the range of lnterlm solu-

,tlons are the followxng four p0551b111t1es- v

*JCS review of these options has not yet been possible; fur;her
assessment of the mllltary implications of each option is
requlred :

" SECRET/SENSITIVE
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Optlon A SOVlet Reductlons to Zero Over Flve Years
We would offer not ‘to deploy if the SOV1ets agreed to . R
E cestroy all of their longer-range, ground-based INF missiles at ..
. a rate of 20 percent of the total per year, over a five~year S
 period. . We would accept a dwindling Soviet INF advantage for
" five more years in return for a guarantee of ultimate -
ellmxnatxon of an enelre class of weapons. ‘

pptlon B- Phased deuctlons to Zero and/or squal Levels
Il : ]
o we would offer, in addltlon to Optlon A above, ‘to termlnate-“'“
deployrent at discrete levels if the Soviets agree to reduce to -
an equal level, and to negotiate eventually to zero. Equality .~ -
i would be achieved at any one of several succe551V°1y hlgher S
’.]'levels.‘ : . S

Op*lon C Eoual warh°ad Ce111ngs

S We would propose eoual global celllngs of 300 warheads on " ’
:.,.INF missile launchers. All other elements of. our current

. position would remain unchanged. 300 warheads would meet our-
minimum military reguirements and provide enough missiles to i
'justify including all five basing countries. The Soviets would
reduce from more than 1000 SS 20 m15511° warheads* to 300.

Opflon D: Comprehen51ve Proposal -

' We would propose changlng not only the nxmber of warheads -
. from zero to some higher number, but also other elements of our .
‘current position, such as: units of account (launchers and ° o R
: warheads); globality (from a global limit to separate European - - .- -
= and Asian sub-ceilings); aircraft (exclusion to inclusion); andﬁ;;Jﬂv”
U.S. shorter-range systems (exclusion to 1nclu51on) This . o
.~ option could be presented elther as a package or in a serles of
';1nd1V1dual steps. - C RN : : :

. _ Ambassador NltZ° has proposed one such approach He sug— S
’v_’gests equal limits for Europe of 100 U.S. and Soviet launchers o

and 300 warheads, and separate limits outside 'Europe of 80 s
w*;'launchers and 240 warheads.; There wouldube>a limit of 150 on B

*  There are currently 1053 SS~ 20 warheads on launchers,‘and
248 SS-4s and 5s. o R
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- U.S. F- llls and FB llls 1n Europe, and a hlgher celllng, at a Co e
‘level to be negotiated, on Soviet Backfire, Badger, and Blinder
~ bombers in Europe Shorter-range systems on both 51des A
'(lncludlng U.S. PI s) . would be frozen..; .

Tact ics

To manage the deployment issue effectlvely, we need a plan_ -

that covers the rest of 1983. This could include several of S
the options in seguence. If it is decided to make a new move . . - ..

© " 'in the near term, we would need to consider just how to intro- S
-, duce it. = This could be done in several ways- by Ambassador .- :
. ... Nitze, by public’ announcoment, by a bilateral approach to the =
7" sSoviets, by calling a special meeting of the negotiators during -

" the break, by extending the current round, or by reconvening

-'the negotlaelons early (w1th tne approorlate pub11c1ty)

e Before m=k1ng a new move,'w° w111, of course, need to con—f'
o sult fully with our Allies. We will also need to take koy
- m°mbers of Congress lnto our confldence L

S If we’ dec1de to offer a new proposal, a ba51c tactlcal ,
. issue is whether to launch an initiative publicly first, for
;- "example in a Presidential speech, or whether. to explore it
. initially in private with the Soviets, and only" subseouently
~announce .it or background it. A possible middle pOSlLlOH might
be to reveal just the principles of a new pronosal in public,
saving the substantive details for private discussion with the
Soviets, or to move with the SOV1ets ]ust prlor to a publlc -
announcement . o 9
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. NEXT STEPS IN INF

wﬁiintfoductioaﬁf:VF

e . This paper con51ders what we - mlght do over the next months_”

.. to support our INF objectives. . It discusses whether a new U.S.
“initiative in the INF negotiations is needed now or at some . RS

. later point, and if so, what we might do and how. The advan- .- |

: -tages and disadvantages of several p0551b1e prooosals for L
t'1nter1m arrangements a e explored L

jfU s. Objectlvesvf'

AR The'near term prospects of reachlng an acceptable INF¢7
'pagre ment are remote. Therefore, our challenge for the @ ...
. remainder of this year is one of political management to e
;... ensure--in the absence of a negotiated settlement--that deploy-
" . ments begin on schedule.. To accomplish this, we need to sus-. .
‘ tain European public support for deployments. Conseouently, RN
..., the content, manner, and timing of any moves we make in the~f;;'dj_yr
" negotiations should be designed to nalntaln Allied backing, ..o

~ .. especially in the five basing countrles We also need to o
KQLgcon51der A51an sensxt1v1t1°s.1' D :

. : i b .5_:1.-‘ S R .

Faxlure to obtaln either ceoloyments or a satlsfactory

agreement would be a severe setback for the U S and the
te'Alllance. o . ,

‘ .Sov1et Objectlves'”

' The’ Soviets have sald repeatedly they W1ll not accept a-
' zero-zero solution or a negotiated outcome that legitimizes

.. .U.S. deployments at any level. The Soviats seek to prevent -

' U.S. deployments and, failing that, to maximize the polltlcal

.- costs to the U.S. and NATO. They are likely to continue R
. .emphasizing UK/French Systems while maklng further negotiating.

v~ offers designed for maximum public- 1mpact In Asia, there have'
, " . been-indications that the Soviets are preparlng for 81gn1f1cant;
, . . -increases in SS-20 deployments*. The Soviets have made a

o - number of publlc and prlvate threats about the consequences of

v Recent 1ntelllgence estlnates lndlcate that the SOV1=ts may
‘be preparing to deploy from 117 to 144 addltlonal 8S- 20
launchers 1n AS1a.

.
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"Us deployments, 1nc1ud1ng numerlcal increases in SS- 205, addlng
© longer-range cruise mlssxles, and emplacoments_ near the
. borders of the US. : ST

_ VlGWEd strlctly in the context of the numerlcal dlsparlty
. in INF systems, our relative position is unlikely to lmprove _
.. after we deploy. The Soviets will have no dxfflculty in ma1n~'f,,;u:;g
. taining their current margin of military advantage in missile = . .77
capabilities as the U.S. deplovs (see Table l1). Never- . s
.- theless, once some U.S. missiles are . in place, we will have L
“ strengthened the deterrent value of NATO's theater nuclear S
.., forces and reinforced the linkage between theater and strateglv’;;~}“*f
~forces. The need for "strategic coupllng was a prlmary ' S
w;fratlonale for the 1979 dec151on. jai - el
Concelvably,‘W1th1n the framework of thEII overall rela-
- tionship with the United States, the Soviets could see possible
. benefits in reaching an agreement--though almost certalnly not .
~.+at zero-zero, and probably not at any other level of genuine - .
- U.S.-Soviet equality. The history of INF and other arms con-. .
‘trol negotiations suggests that the chances for reaching an .~
aareenent -may improve when the Soviats come to. accept that
, deployments cannot be derailed. Even at that point, however,
' ...the Soviets will probably continue to try- to divide the Alli-
‘Vfifance by exp101t1ng antl—nuclear sentlment 1n thm  West. "

Allled Views
SRR All ba31ng COUHL[I“S (W1th ‘the exceptlon of the BEIGLBDS)
‘::pand most other NATO Allies have indicated their desire for an
early U.S. proposal for an interim agreement, although we have

'fi,not yet consulted with them on specific options or a polltlcal
" game plan for the rest of the year.. In partlcular- ~ .

L The Br1t1sh have suggested mOV1ng before the current
. round ends. They prefer an egual global number of warheads
"-above zero on each side, with no change in any of the other
]”elements of our present p051t10n._£;~wk -

_ | —-'Follow1ng the electlons, the German Ambassador has told
: ,us on instructions that Bonn remains just as anxious as before
to see a new U S._1n1t1at1ve.u In a letter to the Secretary, Pl

" SECRET/SENSITIVE
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" an. early U.S. move.

@:fproblem by transferring it to Asia. The Japanese seek reduc—v;rifjﬁ”ff
ggtlons 1n SS 205 Ln the Far East'p;jxg'pgf;;;v);,&;;*» - oL

faTlmlng of a Move‘

'electlons, we would be perceived as movxng from strength and
;_not srmply respondlng to oressure.\ o I3 S .

7’ to arms control is not restricted to Europe. Movement in INF -
“{could strengthen the Admlnlstratlon s credlblllty.vﬁdr
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x Genscher has also underlined the point. Chancellor Kohl has .~ .
"now said publlcly that "it certalnly is the time for new p[o—

posals...'

:¥ﬂ°—— The Italians and Dutch have also expressed support for'”'””

:'—— A51an anx1et1es are focused on not solv1ng our European"

. The 1mmed1ate 1ssues, therefore, are-' .
fe'Whether the - u. S. should make a new move in. the e
v negotiations soon or hold fast to our current p031t10n, T
deferring the p0531b111*y of movenent to the suwrer,,or C
S 1ater. . S i e . cothe R .

__—-va we move in the near term, should we do so before the
::-end of the current negotlatlng round on. March 239 or '
between the rounds in April/May? »_N:gﬁ;gw,p T

The pr1n01oa1 &r gu ents for mOV1ng in the near tern arer

.. .'== Leaders of the pr1nc1pa1 deploylng countrles recommend

“““that the U.S. show flexibility in the near-term, in order to
. ..., convince their publics that we are negotiating in gocd faith.
:ffgﬂEuropean expectations of an interim solution have been:

heightened by recent U.S. statements, by pub11C1ty surroundlngﬁ

. the Vice President's trip, and by last summer's "walk in the,,rghlfﬁfT
“woods." . To dlsapp01nt these expectations now mlght cost us,fj_“‘“v
-_g‘con51derable support in the months ahead.

—'By cap1talrzrng on the favorable effect of the Gernan

'hﬁ—- Growing frustratlon with the Admlnlstratlon s approach L

~- If movement is deferred until close to December 1983,

.- proponents of delaying deployments indefinitely may argue that'n
i more tlme is needed to negotlate the new proposal.v‘ ‘

SECRET/ SENSITIVE
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U . ~~ We need to regain the initiative from the Soviets and - )
- undercut Soviet claims of flex1b111ty (the Andropov proposal)f”
tversus U S. rlgldlty . s G .

L *uf~— We should begrn preparing Puropeans for the reallty o
‘that some level of U.S. deployments will be necessary even if
arms control succeeds. L ‘ . e

) The prlnc1pal arcuments for renalnrng flrm are._. .

R Zero zero 1s the 1d°al arms control pOS1t10n.* Once we -
. begln discussing finite numbers above zero, sustaining any L
‘alternative position for very long may be difficult. If we move o
too soon, or to a position that lacks endurance, the Soviets =
.. may simply pocket any concession we offer and wait for Western
’_1mpat1ence or political pressure to force yet additional = -~ .
‘moves. Past negotiations have demonstrated that staying power
and the capability to match the other side in armaments are .

]_iessent1al 1ngred1ents 1n negotlatlng W1th the SOVletS ' :

o ’ %“ Pressures on our deployment program w111 1ntensrfy
.Tdurlng the year. It may be wiser to hold possible concessions -
‘for use later, when the need is greatest, or -t#. fashion a new
" position that leaves room for further movement la er when new’
: pressures develop. ' : _ : »

- ‘444“‘mhe Kohl- Genscher electlon vxctory aopears to conflrm j,ffﬂfj
'che wrsdom of firmness and patlence. ' BTl S -
Opp051t10n to GLCM deploynents ‘in Brltarn may increase

”V51gn1f1cant1Y, delaying a move until just before the UK elec- .~ .~
1;;pt10ns mlght best ensure support for dpployments there.. o ompain

R '»'——: The Sov1ets hav° already rejected, in advance,vlnterlm;uf7_ﬁ
Tﬁ'solutrons involving eoual U S -Soviat celllngs, or 1ndeed any e
‘“wg;U S deployments.vpyM‘ o - L B . .

‘ --: When we put anv 1nter1m proposal on the table, we }‘““ e
W111 be open to attack for advocating a "deployment® optlon.aﬂ.T““*
jLeft wrng forces w111 be able to focus opposrtlon on thlS p01nt

’Q“Whether to move durlng the current round or between rounds;\_

. | If it is desired to unveil a new position in the “earl“~’.Q,r;ﬁg
~-term, we need to narrow our focus to the merits of moving EROE A
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'?béféfeifhé:currehﬁiroﬁnd ends“(Mérth”29) 6r:in th f 
“between.rounds. v L n e oo T s T T

;Moving before the round ends - has several advantages. ' Pre-
‘senting ‘an initiative while the negotiations are Still in -
'session adds credibility and restores Allied unity sooner. .-
.Moreover, there is a risk that at the end of this session the
-Soviets ‘will publicly charge us with intransigence and announce -
--they will not return to Geneva unless our position changes.  In
. such circumstances, a response between rounds would appear to -
,result from this heavy handed Soviet tactic.: Since last '

summer, we-have had an opportunity to study the merits of . ,
varibus’propoSalg'for“movément;fand;there5is-adequate time for-
;consultation and deliberation prior to March: 29. However, if .
.we are not prepared to lay out a detailed position before the
‘end of the round, we might just present the fundamentals of a -
-proposal while leaving elaboration in treaty language. to the

next round.: Specific details should in any case be,1eftvto‘the”ﬂLf

confidentiality of negotiations. ..

©::....There are, however, sonme disadvantages in moving too = ..
‘quickly.: We should not present a proposal until all concerned -
.agencies have had a chance to assess it thoroughly. “ Moreover, . ...
.we must not appear to be rushing under pressure, either Allied, = .
~Soviet ‘or domestic.: To rush out a’'new proposalgto meet ‘an
- artificial deadline could convey weakness ~— even panic -- and '
. would only invite stronger pressures later. "Certainly, the . .
- German election outcome gives us time for more deliberate -
consideration. - Moreover, we would not have time between now
;and March 29 to prepare:-fully a comprehensive option for .o
detailed presentation. Therefore, lack of time before the end
Jofﬁghehround_mightrincline,us,fon;thoseégfounds;alone,“toward
impler options. " In addition, without a detailed position, we"
.would: not as effectively withstand the intense scrutiny of .the-
‘media firai :

B onform to the four basic cri-
-teria laid down by the President in the American Legion ‘. ..
_.speech: ' equality of rights and limits between the US and USSR,
'’ no cansideration of British and French strategic systems, no -
shifting; of, the threat from Europe to Asia, and effective ‘
measures. for-verification. 'Zero-zero remains the most -’
"desirable ultimate outcome. ™ Any deviation from the deployment
plan would result in.a reallocation. The smaller the number, -
the more difficult it would be to maintain deployments in all

~five basing countries. -

. - :Among the range of interim SOlutions'are:the“”
four possibilities: et g
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SRR SIS A- Termlnatlon of U s, deployments now 1f the Soviets
' w1ll phase down to Zero over flve years,;

, -= B: In addltlon to A, offer to stop deployments at ”f -
, A . dxscrete levels if the Soviets agree to reduce to that level
Jwrl D and subsequently negotlate on eventual ellmlnatlon of all
LS m1ss1les- : » ' - : :

'2 == C" Equal warhead celllncs-lalelae*'~"

-:D:f Comprehen51ve proposals.

{; GDtlon As SOV1et REGUCt10nS to Zero Over Flve Years‘

T We would offer not to deploy if the SOV1ets agreed to. _
Eldestroy all of their longer-range, ground-based INF missiles at
.- a rate of 20 percent of the total per year, over a flve—year_
o perlod S e R o W S :

p Summary Evaluatlon- Instead of 91V1ng the SOV1ets one ol

;i-vear to destroy all of their SS-20s, as proposed in our draft = . .~

- treaty, destruction would be phased over a flve—year‘perlod _

© . We would accept a dwindling Soviet INF. advantage for those i”,ul.;n
-years in return for their agreement to e11m1na .an entire 777
class of. weapons. .o . : R I

Aavantaces~ fif'~

SO ?4- ThlS move would preserve the Pres1dent s four prln—ffﬁ'ﬁ
N ciples and be fully conS1stent WILh the 1979 dual- traek
-\;]dec1510n.13@,,1khﬁ. : i

" f__ It would preserve the zero optlon loncer, and glve us . ST
“time to evaluate the strength of European sentlnent for further‘ﬁp‘fw“f
~’movement Co ; . P S A

: y35-—vIt could be an 1deal flrst step in a serles that would
, “enable us to make several small moves as the recurrent ores—n*«
~sures to show flex1b111ty 1nevrtably unfold

X Jle-—-It could be proposed qulckly, in a Pre51dent1al speech f7f
;jln Wthh the SOV1°tS would be challenged to respond ' : :

1'é’SECRET/SENSITIVEhfw‘H,'*”“”
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“ that if NATO can live with this Soviet monopoly for five more .
. years, then we should be able to accept the present situation ..
*ﬁor'the’Andropov proposal (0/162 in Europe). .- .ot e 0o

o e NS L
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o Disadvantages:

' =- This option wduld_be widely perceivéd merely as zero—- = .

zero by another name, and not substantive enough to demonstrate -
flexibility. o . Tl o }

' -~In the course of negotiation, it might evolve into the .= . " '

- kind of moratorium Dutch Prime Minister Lubbers has suggested; ;-aA_,
. i.e., postponement of deplovments in exchange for a limited

Soviet reduction without commitment to zero. It may be argued . .. -

‘.Q:;;Gbééﬁiﬁg'the"iééﬁé of the déploymeﬁﬁ'séhedule éouldVieédfﬂ B

' tQ én unravelling of the 1979 decision. -

== Although there would be strong incentives to the

197@cbunteractions if the Soviets decided at some point to renege =

on reductions, other political and practical consicderations at

.. the time might make it difficult to resurrect deployments once.
‘we have agreed to wait five years. . e e e

: t Option'B:ﬂ Phased Reductions to Zero’and/ofﬂE§h31 Levels":.'

~ As in Option A, we would propose to halt U.S. deployment

l:plans upon agreement by the Sovists 'to reduce in phases (20%

each year for five years). If, however, "agreement based on

...reductions to zero cannot be reached, we would agree to equal *’

&’ ¥ef°1eve1s, consistent with our phased deployment plans*, and

o any one of several successively higher levels.

“'would dramatize our own flexibility and, if rejected, Soviet " 7:
. .inflexibility. If they won't phase down to zero over five R B
" years, then we will settle for egquality at each subsequent - ¢ n

-+ lowest ‘such. level (100 warheads on 52 launchers). ' Even our - -
- initial deployment numbers may be adequatg militarily. These -

provided the Soviets would negotiate on the-eventual~total,;

. élimination of the entire category of INF missiles. - Thus, we . iMoo
- would be willing to stop after our initial deployment, if the -
, Soviets reduced to that level, or at any of the subsequent .- .-

'"“E_levels our program will reach. Equality would befachiaved'at ffTﬁ% QT}

fﬁq;§sﬁmmégy;Evaluatidnél_BY‘phtting fortH a1EWo—ﬁart,optioh‘&é”

level that our deployment plan would reach -- preferably at thé'&

- See Table 2
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:Y;mlnlmum numbers are not far from zero and are qU1te~low 1n:“?*?
relation to our full plan (572 harheads on 224 launchers) and .

- .also to the. existing Soviet deployment. . By identifying the

»- . several phases of our deployment plan we will put the Soviats
“+'in the position of having to reject a whole series of egual’

. outcomes and not just a single such outcome.l.other features of
:‘;]jour present p051t10n would be unchanged = :

'7fl Advantages-fﬂ*wlﬁifm“jap*

e ”5?—-Thi$foptlonjis{Cthistentrﬁith:therPregident?s'four
;prlnc1ples. . % Li . s . i *
‘It conveys a sense of great flexibility and avoids the

»S1ngle number proposal (on whlch the negotlatlons could acaln
.becomne - stalemated) e L Lol

: : mphas1zes the great reluctance wrth whlch we greet v
;gthe orospect of having to climb a ladder of successively hlgher‘a
- deployment levels as a dlrect result of Soviet refusal to .. % .
. accept our proposal for zero or an outcone as: close to zero as "
ﬁ?pOSSlble SIS UL MY SN

“ﬂIt helps to p1n responS1b111ty for our deployment on
he SOV1ets._¢,L,.., SR e ,

B .-.-f—- It p'OVldeS substantial naneuver'room,‘ nabllng us to'«\

+ .play out the éetails of the proposal over several months as we
define the _phases of . our deployment following the initial .

-deployment scheduled for‘Decenber.w~

Dlsadvantages~”

.“n4iThls OPtlon“has the same’ dlsadvantaaes as. Optlon A
. ddltlon: LE :

ﬁfﬁf—— Thls further modlflcatlon would reopen the issue. of the
‘deployment- schedule within the Alliance'and could lead to.
'postponement or:actual cancellation of the deployments by -
.several countries. It would in any case ensure that the .
.“‘current Alliance preoccupation wrth INF would be sustalned

through most of thlS decade. :

" SECRET/SENSITIVE
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;.-— It 1nsrsts that the Soviets reduce to zero as a goal;
however, the Soviets have repeatedly said they will never : o
'e.accept.. It may appear to be too small a step, and disappoint . 7 . 7i
- the expectations which have been raised of a more substantrvef”~” :
- U.S. move. - :

SR ThlS complex optlon ‘could strengthen publxc susp:.cums".3"'.'r'l-'»»-";-j
that negotiations are merely a cover for deployments, o
espeCLally as we reach hlgher and hlgher levels '

i ._':—— The Germans, British and Italians would imme dlacely D
.. have'to face the certainty of deployments this year, even if = ¥
-, the Sov1°ts accept the first tranche and the ne gotlatlons L e el
- .. succeed. This’ could worsen the polltlcal pressures we seek to
'_.'allevzate. ;ﬂ, A - '

‘ flﬂv—— This move is premature and mlghL better be nade towardhf“
the end of thrs year, closer to ceploynents.zﬂg-y: ‘

N Option c: Eqpal warhead Celllngs

We would propose equal U. S.~Sovret celllngs, on a gloual

. ... basis, of 300 nuclear warheads on longer-range, land-based INF '
».missile. launchers. All other elements of our current posrtlon;ﬁ
'would remain unchanged. : :

o Summary Evaluation: As long as there are_ecual wqrheao
,.-1evels, 300 is a minimum number which meets our political,

- military, and economic requirements. . This level prOV1des

- . enough m15511es to justify including all five basrng

~.countries.: "Militarily, 300 warheads meet NATO's minimum ARt
“operational ‘requirements, including the effective size for

. combat units. Deploying in all five basing countrizs
~-complicates Soviet defense planning by maintaining a broad .
missile attack azimuth and retains the pOlltlcal advantages of
»» multiple country basing. It permits a mix of ballistic and 4
. cruise missiles with greater military Utlllty and deterrent
" value than a 51ng1e missile type.g&,,evr o

.hfaAdvantaces~'-v

L pnf—— While responsrve to Allled suggestrons for an evolutlon:g”““
in our‘'position, this change remains consistent with the 1979
NATO Integrated Decision Document (IDD) and the President :

""fSECRET/sENSITIvB*":
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four principles. Therefore, it could be proposed quickly in a

'Pre51dent1al speech.

'—— If the Soviets agreed to reduce to 300 warheads, we ,£~r‘

waould have achieved a major political and military success. .

The Soviet missile level would be cut by 1000 warheads, or more :

than two-thirds. -We would reach equality, which our current

, deplovnent plan will be unable to do (see Table l).

~— The resulting level of 100 SS-20s would be well below

- the Andropov offer of 162 SS-20s conflned to Europe WLth no :jffﬂ .
,',mentlon of the SS- 205 in A51a.,il. e .

blf__ It is better to ple a reallstlc mlnlmum number than to_ii-'
appear to be drawn in stages to a higher number. . Such a posx— s
tion could be sustalned for a long perlod of tlme._ -

. Although the Sov1ets are unllkely ever to agree to
zero-zero, we could present this solution as an 1nt rlm step

while continuing negotlatxons on zero- zero.- R

Dlsadvantages

’Ifj-— The Soviets are 11ke1y to respond that they have

'prooosed 162 systems in Europe and the US is trxgng to protect

a significant deployment. They will focus atfention on
non-inclusion of UK and. rrench SJstems, our weakest araument
w1th the publlc. : . : .

E—— There is no guarantee that a proposal at the 300 A
warhead lebel would maintain a commitment from all five basing

countries. @ An agreement at any level below 572 warheads will A

" ‘necessitate reallocatlon, with an uncertain outcome. . The

_-least) w111 immediately have to face the certainty of. deploy—

efiln‘December 1979.: It could then be argued that with Soviet - S
‘reductions to 300 there is no. longer a need to deoloy PII and e '

Belgians and Dutch, in particular, might well opt out of

~. deployments’ on their terrltory, pleadlng polltlcal dlffl—pp“fiaﬁ“ﬂ""

culties. - ;‘

:VL-—.At 300, the SOV1°t would have fewer INF warheads than

GLCM.

h - At 300 warheads the Germans, Brxtlsh and Itallans {at

ments this year, even if the negotiations succeed. - This could

’worsen the polltlcal pressures we seek to alleV1ate.

-
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35fLi,‘-_.300 may be too brg a jump from zero. We should starts
- with a much lower number (say 100) to empha31ze that the'= T
"Sov1ets are dr1v1ng us upwards from 2€ro. . i

o Varlants of Optlon C?f

100, rather than”300, warheads.

f
225 warheads.

:on 1aunche*s (100)3ahd karheads

'?Oorlon D- Conpgehensrve Proposal E

mf A comprehen51ve approach 1nvolves changlng “not. only *he
. number of warheads from zero to some higher nunber, ‘but olSO
'i'other elements of our current position such as: units of .

account' (launchers and warheads); globality. (from a grooal
limit to separate European and Asian ceilings); aircraft:
(exclusion to inclusion); and U.S. shorter-range systems.
(exclusioa to 1nc1usron).p It might be presented elther as a
‘oackage or . 1n a: serles of 1nGLV1dual steps ’

s Ambassador Nltze has proposed on° such approach ‘He .
suggests equal limits for Europe of 100 U.S. and Soviad .
launchers and 300 warheads, and separate limits outside Europe
of 80 1aunchers and 240 marheads.¢ There would be a limit of.
150 on U.S. !F-111ls and. FB-11lls in Europe,:and a- higher: celllng,
at a level to ‘be negotiated, on Backfire, Badger, and Blinder |
. in Europe.; Shorter-range: systems on bothpsrdes (1nclud1ng U.S.
~:PI s) would be frozen.~- o , : :

=If a dec1S1on is made to move before Lhe endgof the‘cur
- -rent-negotiating round in Geneva, there probably would not’ be
7. time enough to develop fully the details of a comprehensive i+
o ...proposal. | The more tlme allowed for studylng such .an approach;

’SBCRET/SENSITIVE
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'_the more deflnltlve it could be. ;" _" V’N : .

Summary Analysrs- A llmlt of 300 n1351le warheads in
s -.... Europe is militarily acceptable, although adding launchers is
w7 more restrictive. Separate limits of 240 warheads outside
.~ Europe are acceptable militarily if countered by an option for: RS
.. U.S. deployments.. A ceiling of 150 F-1lls in Europe appears to‘ﬁ;¢=1g?
be too low to meet anticipated deployment requirements in an 'f{;}'ﬁ;i
emergency.  In addition, negotiating unequal levels of aircraft IR
codifies and legitimizes the current imbalance, contrary to the
-President's equality principles. If further evaluation con- RGO
" firms the acceptability of equal limits, willingness to nego- . .
“oo tiate aircraft ceilings might help gain an otherwise acceptable*
Tfeagreement or. retaln Allled or. dome5t1c support ., .

f deantaces-r’w::ﬁ" ,
2 '—— A comprehen51ve optlon (of the ceneral type sugcested i
v by Nitze) represents a substantial move. ‘Since it addresses 3&fj;yrﬁ'
" ~Soviet concerns on a number of key points, ‘it would be per-—

CElVEd to be a credlble and 1nportant nego latlng nove.»

. "—— It would not devrate 51gn1f1cantly from our basrc
- necotlatlng pr1nc1ples B N

B R It would call for reductions in the Far~nast as well as
Europe. ' ' ' L ‘

N f”%—- It would probably come closer than the other approaches
,L-to being the basis for an agreement, in that it would allow . =~ .-
*fhrcner levels of SYSLQNS and warheads, and limit aircraft. - The

..-"walk in the woods” experience may foreshadow eventual Soviet Ex

'f;acceptance of this type of" compromlse once 1t lS clear that we’

w1ll persevere 1n deploynents.,' s .

_ I The optlon could be strung out over a consxderableff‘
~_perlod, thus galnrng us tlme.iit Y . Lo

: ﬂDlsadvantages-%:

. ,,5?—— A.global 11m1t of 540 warheads is only marglnally less
- than our current program for 572.  Some might complain that
this. dld not represent progress 1n arms reductlons :

. .r*;t —4ﬁThe U s has no program to deploy 1n Alaska or the Far S
" East. By aIIOW1ng the Sovxets a llmlted number of SS- 20s in '

' SECRET/SENSITIVE |
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\hﬂ:A51a, we would 1n effect be'conpensatlng them for Chlnese o
jg)3m13511e systems (thus conceivably making it more difficult- to
. sustaln our refusal to compensate for UK/French SYSLemS)

S .—:In llght of the 1nd1catlons that the SOV1ets may be =

‘ﬁ~davelop1ng a potentlal to deploy another 144 SS-20s in-Asia, a
egional. sub celllng, even at current lewels, ma y be unachlev— ’
able - : -

*Equal celllngs at the U S. level on longer-~range air-:
craft (F-111, FB-111, Backfire , -.Badger, Bllnder) in Europe may
be non-negotiable and would be inconsistent with the global - :
.principle. - Unequal celllngs would v1olate_the pr1nc1ple of "
equallty.v~-v i : i PR -

enle= IE dealt out olecemeal over tlme, the renalnlng ele-v
ctfmcnts of the package could leak, undermining any tactical . i
- advantages of a comprehensive approach. Moreover, the- SOV1ets“
”could pocket Lhe elenents they llked and ignore the rest.’

1bVar1aan of Optlon D"

AR (1) Lower 11m1ts (e. g.] 75 launchers and: ?05 warheads in
;~Europe,_and 75 launchers and 225 warheads out81de nurooo).i5

STy ngher llnlts (eigls ‘162 Taunchers and 486 warheads
?1n Europe,‘and 120 launchers and 360 warheads ou;szde Euxope)

- (3) Equal llmlts on LRINF alrcraft in. Europei(ekg., 150
on each 51de, or llmlLS at_the Sov1et level).

Comblnatlons

The above optlons,'varlants of them, or selected elements,
‘could be presented in a series of. steps. : Many comblnatlons are
'concelvable.; If several’ of these steps are acceptable ‘in sub-/
stance,. then we could keep them in mind for later. contlngency
- use as.-we lay out a plan for the entire year.. We should
.ﬁﬁant1c1pate ‘almost immediate Soviet rejection of any approach,
I;except, perhaps, the comprehen51ve optlon., Even that -
‘approach may not be ‘enough to. sustaln negotiations over: the
" rest' of this year.: Therefore, ‘we may need to have in hand.
.-several of these optlons. “The ‘sequence could be slowed down,
'f‘speeded up, or 1nterruoted,_accord1ng to the tactlcal needs.“

7 on! the other hand to ‘have a series of fall bacxs prepared((
Ain advance v1rtually guarantees that all_9031tlons w111 be = :

SECRE T/Sn.NSITIVE
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ﬁ}Lsed, and probably qulckly, eluher by the negotlators then—ﬂ?#“
" selves or by ‘a process ‘of leaks. It may, therefore, be bet
- to put .forward one option with sufficient’ subs*ance and st1ck -
..to it, rather-than allowing ourselves to: enter a process 1n.~jf
“which we risk'being pushed rapidly from move ‘to move. The nine
. “months between now and the December IOC are actually a rela- =
»»-tively short oerlod lnAwhlch to launch a subsranL1a1 lnltlatlve

~'To manage the deployme nt issue’ effectlvely,'we need a plan -

‘that:covers the rest of 1983 and takes into account key. pollt- -

ical. events such as the’ UK elections ‘and the SPD Congress in

" Germany ‘in the 1ate fall. We need to contémplate where, w“on,

;---and how we might 1ntroduce newv . substantlve posxtlons 1nLo the
,fneaotlatlons.,i S : -

R The tactxcs w111 depend on- what we dec1d= to. do subsban-

,tlvely.g If the decision is to hold fast to our oresent pesi--
-tion, without taking a new initiative now, then we w1ll stlllf
.need. to ‘-hold" open ‘the. optlon of moving near . the" t4me -
“deployrments commence. Toward the end of ‘he yeary” fhere w111~;
- be fewer plausible optlons for movement. An approach'with as -
~much. substance as the comprenensive OleOn would Lake time to
neuotlate.‘ To introduce such an opr;on late :in the fall might
-.only erengohen pressures - to. oostpone deploynents in order to
igive the proposal a "fair chance” in the neaotzatlon.\ On the’
. other hand, as deployments begin, one might-consider intro-
“ducing an offer ‘to set equal limits at’ each“"tranche .of the
- subsequent - deoloyment program

~If 1t 1s dec1ded LO nake a new nove 1n the near term,
wwould need to consider .just how to introduce it. - This .could be
done: 1n several ways~’ by Ambassador Nitze, by. publlc announce-
ment, by a bilateral’ approach to the Soviets,: by calling a;"
gsoec1al meetlng of the negotiators, by extending the current
v;ﬂround, or by: reconvenlng the negoLlatlons early (Wlth appro-
’ rprlate pub11CLty) SR

: vBefore making a. new”nove ‘we- W111,,of course, eek Alliad-
.. 'support.. Coordination with the leaders of the basing: countries
-+ should precede discussions in the SCG. * We should not overlook

. the Japanese and other Asian friends. We also will need to
7f,take key members of Congress 1nto our confldenc -

'SECRET/SENSITIVE
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When to gd Public with a New Move ' . -

If we decide to offer a new proposal; a basic tactical

issue is whether to launch a new initiative publicly first, for

example in a Presidential speech, or whether to explore it
initially in private with the Soviets, and only subsequently
announce it or background it.

“The advan*age of pub11c121ng a new move first is that we

“can make .a ‘direct appeal to public opinion in a manner and at a

time of our own choosxng. It both demonstrates U.S. leacershlp i

.‘and gives Allied governments something they can exploit inme- .

diately. However, with a highly visible move we could be

:'cnarged with engaging in a propaganda battle rather than a
o sorlous negotlaflon, as we have accuscd the 50vzets of doing.

Negotlatlng a new prooosal pr1vately Wlth thn SOVletS
first has the advantage of both being, and Drobably appearing,
more credible as a negotiating move. The "walk in the woods"

- experience provides an instructive example of the strong

impression a move made in deepest confidence produced on the

public when leakad to the press, months afte'ward On the ,
other hand, the fact that this episode was incofclusive demon-
strates the difficulty of obtaining meximum public benefit from

" private diplomacy. Morecver, if a move is rejected by the )
- Soviets in private, its subsequent public impact will be under- °

cut, and the Soviets will have had time to prepare their public
position 1n advance. : ,

,"'f A possxble middle p051t10n mlght be to reveal ]ust th,
principles of a new proposal in public, saving the substantive

;7.details for private discussion with the Soviets, or to announce

a proposal at nearly the same time we present it to the Soviets

. privately.

~“Further Consideration

"The entire NSC w1ll need to evaluate the spec1f1cs of the L
four negotiating options elaborated above. JCS review of these .
options has not yet been possible; further assessment of the

e mllltary lmpllcatlons of each option is requlred

~,SECRET/SBNSITIVE

‘xf f""ﬁi’“‘“’?‘ . cvﬁnf 7 Mnm..

Sanltlzed Copy Approved for Release 2011/03/22 : CIA-RDP85M00364R000500630006-5



. —- R o
. . Sanltlzed Copy Approved for Release 201 1/03/22 : CIA- RDP85M00364R£)0050063OOP6 SL_.., .
. o EDd A s A 5 ) e &

bl

S - | LRINF MISSILES

US‘ o e Soviet Union - -
-+ - Warheads-on- o N ' Warheads

Leunchers Launchers o Launchers ' Launcher
| =22hchers 141 . Launcher

Current Balance
e S (' IR 288 . SS—4/5 iy
: B o - ‘ 351f _SS-ZO ' 1853

. , y _ ' , 11i 1301

[A(‘ 243 Europe/lOS Asza)

| Balance W1thout Aoreement {in 1988) -

.. 108 P-II . .0 o
224

L
N O
> o

|

'.513*‘ ' SS -20 . 1539

wm
o~
N

(' Includes 16 projected new i
- 'in the Far East, and 2 pos:
. bases at Hozyr) * ;

Bzlance W1th Eoual Warheaga

60 P-11* o
60 GLCH® 24
120 o

L,o

R

0

o

100 © §5-20 ST U ape

(* Illustrative'figuzes)

Balance Under Nthe ProPosal

S 100 (1n Europe) ‘ 292 o jpf‘ o .f: 100 - SS—ZOA(westﬁé';fﬂi ipg
' ST of gEOY e TN

1‘80*(outsxde Europe)240* ST L 80 . 85-20 ({east N 240,
: S o - of 800) o

180 = 532

“E (% No geployments cgrréntly'pfbgrammed)
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 TABLE 2 |

PHASLD DBPLOYMENT PUAN UNDER OPTION B

"Wafhééds «?"1f~'ir?_nauhchers*“

Non"hs (June 1985)

ok

Two Years (Dncember 1985)

ﬂ”Belglum"w

" Tota1

‘}.*(Omlts operatlonal spares)

cmr-nc'mlc"‘mc*rmrvw 5 /

Samtlzed Copy Approved for Release 2011/03/22 : CIA- RDP85M00364R000500630006-5 —-—COP"—{




